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“Dittos, Rush” 


From across the fruited plain 


I am a correctional officer (prison guard), and I 
must commend you on your accurate portrayal of 
America’s criminal justice mess [“Whatever 
Happened to Punishment?” July 1994]. In work- 
ing around convicted felons, I’ve encountered 
only a handful who've been forced to consider the 
damaging effects of their crime, let alone accept 
responsibility or feel remorse. The rehabilitation 
model of criminal justice is obsolete and has been 
refuted by practical test over decades. So-called 
therapeutic programs for sex offenders and drug 
abusers are too often sessions aimed at blaming 
the inmate’s crimes on society, oppression, etc. 
These programs are proven to be shams by the 
rising rate of return convictions. 

— C.B., HousTon, TX 
You have nailed it. Your observations from your 
experience prove the point. 


I was raised in liberal Massachusetts, where 
youre registered Democratic at birth. I married 
into a conservative family, and the topic of poli- 
tics brought on violent arguments. When my in- 
laws played your radio show or quoted your 
books I just refused to listen; you went against all 
I was raised to believe. Then, on my own, I read 
your newsletter. I started to believe the truth! | 
was mad I ever voted for Clinton, and ashamed 
of my political past. I am now totally EIB-positive 
and a dittohead; but I’m in the “closet.” I’m 
afraid to tell my family they are wrong, and I 
wont hear the end of it if I tell my in-laws they 
were right. But thank you for opening my eyes 
and ears to the truth. 

— JACQUELINE D., SAN ANTONIO, TX 
Thank you, Jacqueline. I have no doubt youll soon 
discover that stating your firm beliefs with convic- 
tion and good cheer is exhilarating. 


Your conversation with Reuben Greenberg in 
the July issue was one of the most 
fascinating articles I’ve ever read. A 
copy should be sent to every law 
enforcement agency, every mayor, 
every governor, and every school dis- 
trict president in the land. Every city 
needs a policy like that. Our judicial 
system has dropped the ball. Mr. 
Greenberg picked it up and scored a 
touchdown. 

— BRUCE ZEEFF, SAN ANTONIO, TX 
I agree — Mr. Greenberg's message, 
and documented success, deserve wide 
attention. 
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THE PRESIDENT 
HAS HADIT. 
HE'S FINALLY 
COMMITTING 
TROOPC... 


In May I read your two books, which led me to 
your radio program, which led me to your Letter. 
I am a product of the godawful 60s, hoodwinked 
by the left since my teen years — though I in- 
creasingly suspected something was fishy about 
their propaganda. Thanks for addressing punish- 
ment in July, and for calling the Clintons on the 
carpet. My father would also thank you for bring- 
ing the light to his formerly liberal son. I used to 
berate Reagan with every breath — even when, 
deep down, I realized he was making sense in his 
foreign and economic policies. You have clarified 
things for me that four years of college, five years 
of graduate school, and 15 years of post-graduate 
training never even wanted to make clear. Thanks 
from a formerly befuddled mind. 

— ROBERT L. BOUCHARD, JR., LONGVIEW, IX 
Welcome, Robert, to the clear world of the truth. 


I'm 13, and I watch your TV show, listen to 
your radio show, and read the greatest magazine 
ever to be published, The Limbaugh Letter. My 
friends and I are living proof that you are defi- 
nitely having an effect on America. It scares liber- 
als to know that kids my age have already taken 
sides with the right. I agree with your views on 
politics and have gotten many lefties to see the 
light. My school is very liberal. It’s always great to 
see teachers make a sour face at our essays on 
“Why I Think Rush Is Right.” 

— JOHN BoE, WILMINGTON, NC 
This is how your generation is rebelling: by becom- 
ing conservative. 


As the daughter of a dittohead, I resisted mov- 
ing to the right for years. But despite the media, a 
liberal arts education and liberal friends, J am 
proudly there. Second only to my father, you 
have been the biggest contributor to my political 
evolution. Like your radio program, The Lim- 
baugh Letter is accurate, concise, and entertain- 
ing. Thanks for stating so eloquently what so 
many of us know to be right and for illuminating 
the myths and pitfalls of liberalism. Don’t give 
up, Rush! — MELISSA HENGEL, PILLAGER, MN 


I wont — we are winning! 
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THE 


SUPERHIGHWAY 


n his now-famous June interview with St. 

Louis radio station KMOX from aboard Air 

Force One, President Clinton declared 
that I, Rush Limbaugh, have three hours to 
say whatever I want, and he “wont have any 
opportunity to respond.” That was the 
remark which garnered the most notice — 
and some bemusement, given a President's 
ability to command international attention 
every time he speaks. 

But Mr. Clinton made another claim in 
that interview: “The Republicans and the far 
right in this country have their own media 
networks,” he said. “We don’t have anything 
like that.” 

You read correctly, folks. The Re- 
publicans and _ the 
“far right” have vast 
media networks, 
says your Presi- 
dent; the Dem- 

ocrats and the 
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left (I'd say “far left,” but I can’t recall ever 
seeing the term in print so there must not be 
such a thing) are voiceless. 

The President’s inability to see the situa- 
tion accurately — or, rather, his reluctance to 
tell the truth about it — is astonishing. 
The left owns the press. America is blanketed 
by news from the organizations that 
comprise the media elite establishment of 
the left, the information superhighway: 
The New York Times, The Washington 
Post, Time, Newsweek, CBS, 
NBC, ABC, CNN. 

If you doubt that these * 
organizations, which 
define the mainstream 
media in this country, 
are dominated by 
liberals, I have 
- some num- - 
# bers for ® 
f you. | take 
1 this infor- 
mation} 


directly | 











from a study by Robert Lichter, Linda Lichter 
and Stanley Rothman in 1986 — the most 
comprehensive examination of print and tele- 
vision journalists ever undertaken. 

The Lichter survey revealed that “the pro- 
portion of leading journalists who supported 
the Democratic [presidential] candidate 
never drops below 80 percent. In 1972 when 
more than 60 percent of all voters chose 
Nixon, over 80 percent among the media 
elite voted for McGovern.” Interestingly, 
when Lichter et al compared those journalists 
over 50 with those who entered the field post- 
Watergate, they discovered the younger jour- 
nalists to be even more liberal. Among 
the over-50 journalists, 43 percent consid- 
ered themselves left-of- __ 
center. But among ef : 
those who became “" 
journalists after 
Watergate, 70 * 


percent SaW 
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themselves as being on the left. 

Here's a sampling of what the Lichter study 
found to be the attitudes of our esteemed 
journalists. Some 68 percent believed that 
“the government should reduce the income 
gap.” (That’s socialism, folks.) 56 percent 
agreed that the American exploitation of the 
Third World is the cause of poverty. 57 per- 
cent believed that the United States’ use of 
resources is “immoral.” Five out of six 
respondents believed that the legal sys- 
tem favors the rich. Among Columbia 
University school of journalism grads — 
the elite of the elite — half believed in the 
need to “overhaul” major American institu- 
tions; 71 percent believed American society is 
“alienating.” 78 percent of this group rated 
Ronald Reagan negatively. (Fidel Castro got 
much better numbers than Reagan did among 
this bunch — I kid you not.) 

The Lichter survey found that those sur- 
veyed were generally raised in upper-middle- 
class homes, were highly edu- 
cated, often by the nation’s pre- 
mier schools, and _ generally 
enjoyed upper-middle-class in- 
comes. (These are the people 
who purport to speak for “the 
little guy.”) They were 
urban, and they were 
nonreligious. 

In fact, according to a 
poll cited in “Does TV 
News Snub God?” in the 
August 6, 1994 issue of TV 
Guide, only 8 percent of be 
national journalists in Washington 
and New York were likely to have 
attended a worship service in the previ- 
ous week. This article also points out 
that there is only one full-time religion 
correspondent in all of network television. 
The disconnect between the media and an 
overwhelmingly conservative, religious 
nation — 90 percent of whom believe in 
God, 90 percent of whom claim a religious 
affiliation, 80 percent of whom pray regular- 
ly, and 48 percent of whom attend religious 
services — is stunning. 

Findings of a 1987 study of the “motion 
picture elite” were similar to the Lichter 
results. A full 60 percent of those interviewed 
believed that the very structure of American 
society was alienating, and half believed 
American institutions needed a complete 
overhaul. An earlier study of the publishing 
industry revealed that editors locate them- 
selves overwhelmingly on the left side of 
the spectrum, with nearly half classifying 
themselves as liberal and an additional 
one-third calling themselves “strong liberal” 
or “radical.” 70 percent of male editors 
and 90 percent of female editors said 








they were Democrats. 

So Clinton’s comrades own the print and 
electronic news media, Hollywood, television 
entertainment, and the publishing industry. 
The left has literally cornered the market. 
Which is why I call this bunch the 
Democratic Party's “willing accomplices in 
the media.” In other words, The Super- 
highway of B.S. 











But the President’s complaint that he and 
his allies cannot compete with the “far right 
media networks” is significant. Apparently, 
liberals have grown so accustomed to 
monopolistic control over the terms of the 
political and cultural debate that they see as 
a major threat any alternative view that 
breaks through their Berlin-Wall-like 
fortress. Friends, this is instructive. Liberals 
cannot tolerate even a hint of dissent. 

When confronted with statistical evidence 
such as the Lichter study, the media typical- 
ly retreat into abject denial. And even if their 
liberalism is reluctantly admitted to, journal- 
ists claim it never intrudes into their coverage 
of events. In “Are U.S. Journalists Danger- 
ously Liberal?” in Journalism Review, Herbert 
J. Gans answered his own title’s question 
with an article that could be summed up as 
follows: “Liberal? Us? Of course not! And 
even if we are, it never shows!” He wrote: 
“Personal political beliefs are left at home, 












not only because journalists are trained to be 
objective and detached, but also because their 
credibility and’ their paychecks depend on 
their remaining detached.” 

Right. And Bill Clinton is a New 
Democrat. 

After ABC News Executive Producer Emily 
Rooney was dumped for saying that “people 
in the media, because of their activist point of 
view, are largely liberal,” an unnamed ABC 
}. reporter told Boston Globe TV Critic Ed 


r Siegel that “was possibly the most brainless 


thing I ever saw in print.” The reporter went 
on: “The ‘liberalism’ of the press is some- 
thing I get a lot in letters or lectures. For me 
and everybody in this business worth a damn, 
letting your point of view into a story is 
something you don’ allow to happen.... For 
her to suggest that’s what we’re doing — I was 
incredulous, I thought she must have been 
misquoted. That was an insult to everybody 
on the broadcast.” Siegel explained: “It is one 
. thing to be called a biased jour- 
 nalist by a right-wing talk show 
host ... it is another to be called 
- that by your new boss.” Another 
ABC producer, says Siegel, “laughs 
at the notion of [Roone] Arledge, 
[Peter] Jennings or anyone 
else who has suasion over 
network news being liberal 
thought police. “These 
guys are millionaires driving 
around in fancy new cars and 
[7 worrying about [taxes.] They're 
~ not liberals.” 
} Part of this denial arises out of the 
"phenomenon that I’ve described to you 
many times, namely that liberals do not 
view their liberalism as a point of view, a 
bias, or an opinion; to them, it’s just “the 
way it is’ — it’s reality. 

They clearly need a reality check. Which I 
am happy to provide. 

If the members of the mainstream media 
are so unaffected by their liberalism, then 
how do they explain their willingness to 
accept, without challenge, false information 
and statistics fed to them by left-wing interest 
groups. Hmmm? Christina Hoff Sommers 
catalogues in her superb book, Who Stole 
Feminism? the wholesale acceptance of statis- 
tics fed to the media by militant feminist 
advocacy groups — statistics that turn out to 
be utterly without foundation. The “study” 
that supposedly proved more women were 
beaten on Super Bowl Sunday than any other 
day, for example. Turned out to be a complete 
myth. Or the “report” that purported to 
prove that tens of thousands of women died 
each year from anorexia, for example. 


continued on page 16 
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The Limbaugh Profile 


member of the esteemed House of 

Representatives since 1978, Rep. 
Vic Fazio (D, CA) has received new 
national notoriety as the lead Democrat 
attack dog against the religious right. 
He has called them the “fire-breathing 
Christian radical right.” 

At the National Press Club this year 
Fazio intoned: “The Republicans accept 
the religious right and their tactics at 
their own peril, for these activists are 
demanding their rightful seat at the 
table, and that is what the American 
people fear most.” 

But the line didn’t play well on the 
public stage; after Fazio spent weeks 
decrying the dangerous religious right, 
it became clear this was not what the 
American people fear most. (The New 
York Times, amazingly enough, recently 
discovered that those who identify 
themselves as members of the religious 
right are as likely to be Democrats as 
Republicans). 

When many conservatives objected to 
what they saw as religious bigotry, Fazio 
used the new Democrat tactic of “redac- 
tion.” He quit saying “religious right” 
and changed the reference to “radical 
right.” But that didn’t fly either — especially after people looked at 
Fazio’s own record. They discovered that the religious-right-fearing 
Fazio is the same guy who in February refused to vote for a House res- 
olution condemning a speech by Nation of Islam’s Farrakhan aide 
Khalid Muhammad, who said: “We kill everything white.... We kill 
the women. We kill the children. We kill the babies. We kill the 
blind. We kill the crippled. We kill them all.” At the time, Fazio had 
declared: “It is not the job of Congress to evaluate and vote on per- 
sonal expressions of bigotry and racism, no matter how offensive.” 

Perhaps uncomfortable with having condemned religious-right tac- 
tics, but not racist ones, Fazio hasn’t said a whole lot on the subject 
lately. Perhaps he decided to recuse himself. 

The episode was instructive, however. As the highest-ranking 
member of the leadership from the largest delegation in Congress and 
a consummate insider, Fazio has long done the Democratic leader- 
ship’s dirty work. One favorable profile described this as “the 
Democratic leadership’s trust in his ability and willingness to take 
thankless jobs.” Fazio championed the Congressional pay raise in the 
101st Congress, for example. 

One reason Democrats have given him these kinds of assignments 
is because — up to now — his seat has been absolutely safe. A slam 
dunk. He could go out and advance the Party agenda without fearing 
punishment at the polls. In 1992, however, came the first hint that 
this strategy may be tired. After a history of lopsided victories with as 
much as 70 percent of the vote, Fazio garnered just 51 percent in a 
three-way race in ‘92 — even after spending nearly $2 million. (He 1s 





Vic 








famous for his fundraising skills.) 
Interestingly enough, it was in this race 
that Fazio cut his teeth on the anti-reli- 
gious-right rhetoric, using it successfully 
against former California state senator 
H.L. Richardson, who Fazio called an 
extremist. The Democrats liked 
Fazio’s “attacking defense,” and are try- 
ing it themselves. 

In the 1994 race, Fazio faces Tim 
LeFever, 33, who won 63 percent of the 
Republican primary vote. Fazio can 
count on the big-money Democratic 
party machine, but his seat is a sure bet 
no more. 
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Let’s take a look, shall we, at 
Mr. Insider's career highlights: 

Since 1981, chair of the Appropria- 
tions subcommittee that handles the 
money Congress spends on itself. In this 
role, Fazio performs what Democrats 
consider “unpleasant housekeeping 
chores” such as defending congressional 
pay raises, perks, and office budgets. 
This chairmanship gives Fazio enor- 
mous leverage over the internal work- 
ings of Congress. 

In 1988-89, ranking Democrat on 
the ethics committee inquiry regarding House Speaker Jim Wright. 
During the ethics investigation, Fazio invited Wright to a Party 
fundraiser in California. 

Since 1989, vice chairman of the Democratic Caucus — a post 
Fazio’s colleagues rewarded him with after Wright's resignation. 

Since 1990, chair of the Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee. 

In 1991, hired his wife to work as a fundraiser for the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee. Fazio claimed there were “no 
legal or ethical” reasons not to hire his wife, since her salary would 
come from “contributions,” not public money. “If anyone can show 
me she’s not qualified,” said Fazio, “I would be amazed.” 

In 1991, led the opposition to an amendment to subject House 
Members to random drug testing. 

In 1991, voted against giving President Bush authority to use force 
against [raq. 

In 1992, voted to reduce SDI funding by $1 billion. 

In 1993, voted against requiring parental notification of minors’ 
abortions. Fazio is a leading House strategist on abortion rights. 

In 1994, voted against mandatory coverage of members of 
Congress under the Independent Counsel Law. 

In 1994, voted against the Taxpayer Protection Plan to require a 
three-fifths “supermajority” vote of Congress to raise taxes. 





And what was Mr. Fazio’s occupation before joining the govern- 
ment? He was a journalist. Which may explain everything. i 





My conversation with 





I was delighted to speak with Brent 
Bozell, director of the Media 
Research Center — a key orga- 
nization I want you to be 
familiar with. Mr. Bozell has 
been doing yeoman work in his 
research, writing, and television 
appearances to demonstrate the lib- 
eral bias in the media — by using 
their own words. 


Rush: Thanks again for the # 
pieces youve written lately, and for going on 
“Reliable Sources” to defend my program. 
Youve probably ruined your reputation. 
Bozell: Oh, no! It’s my pleasure. Rush, we 
just did a survey of our subscriber file. We 
threw a bunch of names out there to mea- 
sure favorable and unfavorable reactions. 
Your numbers are obscene. 92.7 percent 
favorable, 2 percent unfavorable. By 
the way, did you advise people to go to 
Hillary’s health-care bus rallies? 

Rush: No. The only thing I did was specu- 
late that while the President was making his speech 
in Independence, Mo. — Harry Truman country 
— itd be fun if there were signs saying: “The 
bus stops here.” | 
never once asked people 
to go. I didn’t ask any- 
body to go to Richmond. I 
didn’t ask anybody to go to 
New Jersey. One woman carried 
a sign: “Mr. President, listen to Rush — you might 
learn something!” ABC ran that. John Fund of The 
Wall Street Journal told me he saw many ditto- 
heads there. Reporters asked: “Why are you 
here?” A lot of people said: “Rush is right,” or 
“We listen to Rush.” The reporters snickered, 

and didn’t report it. 
Bozell: They just don’t get what’s going on out 
there. I think the press is stunned by the negative 

reaction to Hillary. 
Rush: Explain, if you would for my readers, what 
your organization does. 

Bozell: The Media Research Center has as a mission to 
bring political balance to the media. We’re not advocating a 
conservative press. We're advocating that conservatives be given a 
fair shake. The media by definition are biased. As study after study 
has shown, there is a strong liberal tilt. We're here to promote a 
political balance. 

Rush: I’ve been calling the press the slavish, willing accomplices 
in the media. By that J mean accomplices of the administration. I 


also call it “The Superhighway of B.S.” Has the press changed any 









Rush: How often does the result of your 
work get published in mainstream 
newspapers or on Tv newscasts? 


or evolved since you founded your group in 1987? 
Bozell: | think it has. Seven years ago the media 
would never admit they were biased. But now some 
reporters are acknowledging there’s a problem. 
That's the first step. More interesting is the polling 
of the public. A Times Mirror poll a few months 
ago, which got virtually no coverage, asked: “Who 
sets the national agenda in this country?” 22 per- 
cent said elected leaders; 43 percent said the nation- 
al media. So the public is onto them. 

Rush: Every once in a while now “Nightline” 
ll will feel the need to analyze how the medias been 
covering Wiens health care, or whatever. Shows like the mis- 
named “Reliable Sources” analyze the media. I see more introspec- 
tion by the press in the last three years than at any time prior. Do 
you think the Media Research Center has anything to do with 
this? And what else has happened to cause the press to look at 
itself more closely? 

Bozell: I'd love to say we are the cause for it. I can’t prove that, 
but I think we have had an impact. 

Rush: | think you have, because Michael Kinsley calls you “Brent 
Bozo” whenever I talk to him. You clearly get under his skin. 
Bozell: You know you've gotten to Mike Kinsley when you're 
staring across from him on “Crossfire” and you see that vein throb- 
bing on this forehead. Seriously, though, I think the media are rec- 
ognizing that they are part and parcel of the public policy debate 
in this country, whether they like it or not. 

Rush: They like it. 

Bozell: | think a good journalist 
doesn’t like it. A good journalist is 
someone who simply wants to report 
the facts and doesn’t want to get in 
the way. 

Rush: Name for me one journalist you know of who does that. 
Bozell: I’m talking about the theory, Mr. Limbaugh. I’m not 
talking about the practice. 

Rush: Let it be noted you cannot name one. 

Bozell: I’m talking about the quintessential news reporter — 
whose name you never know, who never inserts himself into a 
story. He just reports the facts. 

Rush: Who? 

Bozell: In the electronic media today, there really isn’t anyone. 
Until the Gulf War, the closest to come to that was Bernie Shaw at 
CNN. Shaw did not insert himself into news stories. 

Rush: Yeah. But then the bombing of his hotel room began. 
Bozell: Then he became a celebrity — and ever since, Bernie has 
been very outspoken on his beliefs and has inserted his opinions 
into his commentary, and into his questions, which is sad. 

Rush: Is it true that when Bernie got back, he was asked to 
describe for U.S. military officials what he saw, so as to help the 
American effort, and he said: “No. I’m a journalist. I don’t want to 
compromise my principles by reporting what I saw”? 

Bozell: Yes. He declined to be debriefed by the U.s. military. 
Rush: Now, that’s back-pocket understandable. The American 
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people know clear well that if it werent for the U.S. Constitution 
and its amendments, Bernie Shaw wouldn’t have a job. So the 
library of his freedom is the United States of America. And the fact 
that he wouldn’t willingly say: “I’m on my own country’s side” 
offends every sensibility the American people have. 

Bozell: And more important: the reports coming from him and 
Peter Arnett that were cleared by the censors from Iraq were not 
news, but allowable propaganda. 

Rush: But they say they were out for the truth, Brent. 

Bozell: You can’t be after the truth if your enemy first officially 
approves of that truth. 

Rush: Right. Now I look at the volume of work you put out. You 
have newsletters. You've got “Notable Quotables.” You've got “TV, 
etc.” You provide a treasure trove for conservatives looking for evi- 
dence to refute liberals with whom they get into debates about the 
press. How many people do you have on your staff? And are you 
all watching Tv around the clock? 

Bozell: We have a tape archive library of about 75,000 hours of 
footage. Virtually everything in the news and entertainment indus- 
tries is now taped and then analyzed and input into a computer- 
ized data base. Why do we go to this trouble? To make an argu- 
ment the left cannot defeat, you simply use reporters’ words. We 
don’t need hyperbole or rhetoric to make the case. We have about 
25 people on staff. Analysts review every single minute of every 
single program that we tape every night. Then supervisors look at 
what they believe to be biased stories. They select their choices, 
and I go over them for final approval. 

Rush: One of these tip sheets, “Notable Quotables,” is extremely 
funny and instructive. It documents, by quotes, the liberal bias, 
the anti-conservative bias, that you suggest exists in the main- 
stream press. How often does the result of your work get published 
in mainstream newspapers or on TV newscasts? 

Bozell: Each issue of our bi-weekly “Notable Quotables” has 
more evidence than did the entire FAIR piece on you. But you will 
virtually never see the mainstream press report our information. 
“Notable Quotables” gets tremendous exposure from conserva- 
tives, though, whether it’s Rush 
Limbaugh, or Cal Thomas, or Mona 
Charen, or Paul Harvey, or National 
Review. So it reaches millions of peo- 
ple. But will the mainstream press acknowl- 
edge their mistakes? It’s fascinating that re- 
porters find it their God-given obligation to 
uncover anything incorrect in the world, but 
if you put them under the microscope, they 
lash out with personal attacks. They refuse to be put under the 
same scrutiny that they put everyone else under. 

Rush: Now let me come to myself here — which I have no trou- 
ble doing on many occasions. Would you say I’m a media guy? 
Bozell: You are a member of the media by profession. The media 
today has evolved from say, 15 years ago, into being much more 
than just news reporting. ’m a member of the media from that 
standpoint as well. We're communicators. 

Rush: So we've established I’m a member of the media. Re- 
member back when George Bush was being interviewed by Dan 
Rather in the °88 campaign? Rather asked Bush a question about 
Iran-Contra, and Bush shot back, “Well, Dan, you keep on talking 
about one incident in my life. How would you like it if we talked 
about the night you ran off the set?” Rather got flustered. So a 
presidential candidate, a sitting vice president, attacked a member 
of the media. Did the rest of the national media then launch an 
investigation of the conduct and accuracy of Dan Rather? No. Yet 
here I am, a member of the media, and suddenly you've got a 


lash out. 


Bozell: Virtually never. Reporters find 






it their God-given obligation to 
uncover anything incorrect in 
the world, but if you put them 
under the microscope, they 


bunch of media taking their lead from the President of the 
United States, going after a single media guy. When has that hap- 
pened before? 

Bozell: On any given day, The Washington Post will 

print two or three corrections out of the literally 

dozens of mistakes they make. They will never apol- 

ogize for anything — including such things as Bob 

Woodward’s front-page “interview” with Bill 

Casey, who was in a coma. Never will you see 

the media scrutinize one another. You will 

never see a media investigation into the 

methods of The Washington Post, or into the 

track record of ABC News. It just doesn't 

happen, because it’s a good-old-boy network. 

The reason coverage was given to the FAIR attack 

on you had nothing to do with the substance of the 

FAIR attack. It had everything to do with the fact that 

Bill Clinton had given the clarion call to the media: 

Investigate and bury this guy. And they followed. 

Rush: Describe FAIR. 

Bozell: Fair is a zany, irrelevant organization 

with a wild conspiracy theory about evil corpo- 

rate, right-wing control of the media. | call it 

“the G.E. Conspiracy Theory”; Tom Brokaw 

works for NBC; NBC is owned by G.E; G.E. 

has SDI contracts; therefore, Tom Brokaw 

is pro-SDI. I’ve debated these people 

numerous times. I don’t like to do it, 

simply because whenever I ask them to 

give one example or fact to back up 

their assertions, they never can. Anyone 

who finds shows like “Nightline” conserva- 

tive and gives as an example of a conservative 

guest Senator Chris Dodd of Connecticut has 

shown just how far left of the left they are. 

Rush: Many of the things in the FAIR report 

on me were purposefully 
mischaracterized and repre- 

sented. Why do you think 

there has yet to be one bit of 
investigation or challenge of 

FAIR’s information? 

Bozell: | suspect for two rea- 

sons. First, people have not both- 

ered to read FAIR’s report. 

Rush: They just ran it, Brent. They ran it with 

glee. A few in the media — AP, Howard Kurtz of 

The Washington Post — called us for reaction. And 

we gave them a full-page, substantive response. 

They ran one sentence. 

Bozell: Second, simply because of their own 

biases, the media cannot distinguish opinion from 

fact. Much of what FAIR reported as being distortions 

of fact on your part were simply your opinions — opin- 

ions you can eloquently defend. But because they disagree 
with you, to them it was “fabrication.” 

Rush: Why do you think young journalists go into the 
business today? 

Bozell: Robert Lichter’s 1981 study of the media showed how 
liberal those in the media were. But even more interesting was 
his study in 1985 — when, by the way, people between the ages 
of 18 and 25 constituted the strongest bloc of support for Ronald 
Reagan nationwide. Lichter surveyed journalisim students at the 








Columbia School of Journalism. He found students to be even 
more liberal than existing media. Journalism has become one of 
the last safe havens for the left in America. An editorial writer for a 
paper in California once told me: “You conservatives only care 
about making money.” When I asked him what liberals cared 
about, he said: “We are the social conscience of this country. We 
have an obligation to use the media.” 

Rush: I’ve asked journalism students: “Why are you here?” And 
invariably the answer is: “I want to make the world a better place.” 
Or: “I’m here to improve on the injustices in the world.” Seems to 
me if you want to do that, you should run for office, get elected, 
and implement policy. Journalism clearly has become activist. Yet 
reporters will admit neither their bias nor their activism. 

Bozell: | love it whenever liberals rattle off a list of conservatives 
in the media: Rush Limbaugh, Bill Buckley, George Will, Bob 
Novak, Fred Barnes. They say: “With all these 
conservatives, how in the world can you say 
there’s a liberal media bias?” To which the 
answer is: What do all those people have in 
common? One, they all acknowledge they're 
conservatives. Iwo, they're all commentators. 
When youre a liberal in the media, first, you 
never acknowledge your liberalism and sec- 
ond, you're a reporter. Look at Sam 
Donaldson. For years he was chief White 
House correspondent for ABC News. On 
weekends he was the liberal counterpart to 
George Will. He was also the anchor of ABC 
News on Sunday nights. Just imagine what the 
reaction would be if CNN were to announce 
that Pat Buchanan, their conservative com- 
mentator, was going to be made chief White 
House correspondent. 

Rush: All hell would break loose in the 
liberal media. 

Bozell: Right: “You can’t do that! Pat 
Buchanan is biased.” There is no such thing as a liberal press in 
their eyes. Ask Dan Rather to tell you who the liberal press is in 
America. He can't. But he sure can tell you who the conservative 
press is. He can’t talk about a member of his own community as 
being liberal. 

Rush: Can't? Or won't? 

Bozell: In their heart of hearts, many of them dont see it. They 
run in a pack. They are not only professional but social comrades. 
They work together, they hobnob at the same receptions at night. 
And by the end of the day they’ve concluded that what they 
believe is what the world believes. 

Rush: Or should believe. 

Bozell: Yes — if it doesn’t, well, dammit, they’re going to make 
sure the world does believe it. 

Rush: Is the influence of the mainstream media increasing or 
declining in mainstream America? 

Bozell: You're seeing cracks in the veneer, and these cracks are 
getting bigger every time a new component is added to the super- 
highway. Ten years ago, there was really no such thing as talk radio 
— until Rush Limbaugh came along. And you opened up a venue 
that broke the back of the mainstream press’s monopoly. Suddenly 
there was another voice telling the world something very different, 
which explains the hatred the mainstream media had — and liber- 
alism in general has — for Rush Limbaugh. 

Rush: Hatred? 

Bozell: | think so — because they've had such nice control over 
information access in this country. 


“The press runs 
in a pack. They 
work together, 
hobnob at the same 
receptions. By the 
end of the day 
they've concluded 
that what they 
believe is what the 
world believes.” 


— L. BRENT BOZELL, Ill 
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Rush: So they’re jealous. Somebody has horned in on 
their territory. 

Bozell: Yes. But professional jealousy is one thing, 
Mr. Limbaugh. An act of Congress to put Mr. Limbaugh out 
of business — the Fairness in Broadcasting Act — is quite another. 
When it reaches that point it becomes hatred. It has also become 
vitriol. And character assassination. From the President of the 
United States on down. 

Rush: You're a media guy. How, in the strictest sense of propriety 
and strategy, would you respond? 

Bozell: After reading your comeback to Michael Gartner in USA 
Today, my advice is: Respond. Because it is driving them crazy that 
you will not back down. 

Rush: Why should we? We're winning. 

Bozell: But having said that, I would not lower myself to 
discredited B.S. artists like FAIR. I would 
not engage them in a debate. I would state 
very firmly they deserve to be flushed down 
the toilet of political irresponsibility. I would 
respond to the people who have taken 
their charges seriously and have run with 
them in the mainstream press. I would 
respond to a Howard Kurtz of The Washington 
Post, who somehow buys that these charges 
have substance to them, and I would question 
what The Washington Post believes to be 
substance. But FAIR is a mosquito on the 
windshield of life. 

Rush: It is, and we're turning on the wind- 
shield wipers. Now back to press bias. I get 
calls from people upset because they saw 
something obviously biased, painfully so, on 
the news. They'll think nobody else noticed. 
But | keep telling conservatives: Look, you've 
got to be confident. You've got to understand 
that the vast majority of Americans live con- 
servative lives — though they might not always vote that way. And 
they know press bias exists. A lot of people notice. How would 
you convince conservatives there’s hope that their viewpoint 1s 
finding its way to the American population? 

Bozell: Conservatives need to have more faith in their gut 
reactions about the world, because their gut reactions are shared by 
the average American. The difference between conservatives today 
and conservatives five years ago is that five years ago they were 
“The Silent Majority.” But your microphone basically put a micro- 
phone in front of them — because you in effect air their opinions. 
And so do talk show hosts all across America. So this Silent 
Majority is now speaking out — which explains why you have 22 
million listeners. 

Rush: Some are waiting for an accountability on the part of the 
mainstream press. They think that these years of press bias have 
basically been gotten away with. Do you think the press will even- 
tually be held accountable by the public for their distortions? If so, 
how will that manifest itself? Fewer readers? Fewer viewers? 
Bozell: In the 500-station superhighway to come, the media will 
become fragmented. Three years ago, I predicted CBS News would 
go out of business in five years, and I think I’m going to be right. 
They're trying to get anyone they can to buy them. The media are 
becoming niche-marketed, where conservatives are interested in 
conservative opinions, and liberals are interested in liberal opin- 
ions. The monopoly that the news media once enjoyed is broken. 
That’s why you'll see dozens of new, segmented news networks 
emerge — the very best thing for the public, because it will give us 
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many voices from which to choose. And guess what? Every survey 
in America shows there are more conservatives than moderates or 
liberals out there. Since conservatives will gravitate to the conserv- 
ative media, that’s what’s going to do best. 

Rush: What’s ahead for you? 

Bozell: My ultimate goal, and I’m not facetious about this, is to 
go out of business. I hope one day to say there’s no further need 
for a Media Research Center. We're growing tremendously — 
we're the largest group of our kind in the country. We're up to four 
newsletters now. We’re looking at opening up an office in 
Hollywood, to invade, which is what conservatives need to do. 
Rush: You ought to start a museum with that library. 

Bozell: We make our archive available to anyone who wants it. 
Over 200 journalists have used it, liberals and conservatives alike. 


Rush: Let’s go through some 
names, starting with someone I 
think of as an 1 honest liberal: 






political analyst in the mainstream press. 


~ some of his commencement addresses — he is 


on the side of the angels. But at times is can be ae aay 


with his own agenda on television. 


Dan Rather. — As he himself has said: 10 percent reporter; 90 


percent actor. 
‘Tom Brokaw. — Great deep baritone voice. Period. 


David Broder. — The dean of the political intelligentsia | in . 


America. Needs to visit America. © 


E.J. Dionne, Jr. — Nice fellow. Wants to be — tries to be a 
balanced, but when asked to give an analysis cant help himself : 


with his liberalism. 
William Safire. —'T 





Clarence Page. — Not very deep. 
John McLaughlin. — A great entertainer. 
Bob Novak. — On the side of the angels on ee 


Tim Russert. — Russert made a commitment to my organiza- : ce 





tion after 1992 that under h 


promises, and by and large has done a darn good job. 


Brinkley. — Very liberal historically, but is now the grandfather . 


figure who lets other people do the squabbling. - 


Brinkley strikes me as hating taxes and hating government. — 
His book is very liberal. On the other hand, Brinkley was the 
: ony a woo aie out ue Bill Clinton's oe ae h , 
but when she sits do in 
word processor, she tends to 
Paul Gigot. — One of my heroes He will 


say what the mainstream press refus- 


olan of 1990. 


R.W. “Johnny” Apple of The New York Times, — Veg popula 


and important to New York — and nowhere else. 


Bob Schieffer in his “Face The Nation’ role. — An shone : 


tion when it comes to interviewing conservatives like Ollie 
North, whom he insulted repeatedly. Wildly in love with 
Hillary Clinton. 

Eleanor Rodham Clift. — Um — 3 

We'll just say the director of the Media Research Center drew a 
blank. — Eleanor Clift is rapidly becoming the biggest embar- 
rassment to journalism today. 





















: Jeff Greenfield. — Bozell: The best. | ‘wrote how ie eave 


» Ted Koppel. — He'll shock you when you read 


comenhan Banda 2 Zahn: quite en py 
- is banae) and Charlie i on. — P 


“he man the print media cant control. a 


Shields, way to t i ea PR, : i ae 


_ does it with an eloquence that 


It’s fascinating to see liberals access our database. 

Rush: Do they come in with bags over their heads? 

Bozell: No. A writer assigned to do a story in The Washington 
Post Magazine about the power of Hollywood spent about three 
weeks in our office viewing footage. I was shocked when I read this 
massive piece in The Washington Post Magazine about how power- 
ful the Hollywood left is in America. I called her: “Amanda, why 
did you write that?” She answered: “My assignment was to write 
about the power of Hollywood. And when I went to your archives 
I saw where the power was — it was whole-heartedly on the left- 
hand side of the spectrum.” The moral of the story is that every 
once in a while, you'll find an honest liberal journalist out there. 
Rush: Well, I’m still looking. If I find one someday, I'll report it 


to you, so you can put a blurb in one of your publications. [al 





Vietnam War, and called it “ch ’ 


Bryant Gumbel. — —A. ha who - 


passion and h 
Ronald Keagit for evel vyth oo: icc a 
An elitist sn 
York City. = _ 
hee Smith and Paula Zahn. — -Unti lew 





nis tutelage, “Meet The Press” was _his hair. 
going to hold the Clinton administration accountable toits 
_ penn tee Ww ho ae ie say a 
the sbi in shige ars 


it. Every once ina while, he d 


es to say; he will cover what 
they refuse to cover. And he 


has elevated him to where he is 
today. 

Peter Jennings. — Should go 
back to Canada and champion 


health care there. 




















ILLUSTRATION BY DICK WRIGHT FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 


Many people say I need to be balanced with equal time. Not so — | AM... 


CARTER | 

Recently the North 
Koreans told U.N. in- 
spectors and President 
Clinton to get lost. 
“Forget about those peo- 
ple inspecting our nu- 
clear facilities. Go play 
in traffic,” they said in 
effect, “and if you guys 
try that worn-out sanc- 
tions routine — it’s 


war!” So our Comman- 


der-in-Chief huffed, and 
he puffed, and he threat- 
ened to blow their whole 
country down. 

Amid the confusion, 
a man who knows how nay 
to solve international 
turmoil and malaise appeared. His name: 
Jimmy Carter. Carter visited both North and 
South Korea, where he discussed “important 
issues of the day with leaders.” Great news, but 
nobody, except me, asked the big questions: 
First, if Jimmy Carter had been taken hostage 
by the North Koreans, would President 
Clinton have remained in the White House, 
refusing to campaign until he was returned? 
Second, was somebody in the White House 
basement cooking up a secret Arms-for-Carter 
exchange program, with the profits diverted to 
the Serbian freedom fighters? Nahh! 


CARTER Il 

When Jimmy Carter was President, trouble 
was brewing in Nicaragua. The Sandinistas, 
who had come to power in the 1979 revolu- 
tion, confiscated over six million acres of pri- 


vate property, including some held by 


American citizens. Obviously those Americans 
were mad — after all, here in America only a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service agent can just 
walk right in and take your land, claiming to 
save some endangered insect. 

Anyway, under U.S. law, some of those 
property disputes had to be resolved this year, 
or the U.S. would cut off economic aid to 
Nicaragua. Which had the Nicaraguan govern- 
ment upset. So, who do you think they turned 
to? Yesssss! None other than Jimmy Carter. 


wean Sie 
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After Nicaragua watched 
how Carter singlehand- 
edly brought peace to 
the Korean peninsula, 
they wanted the best! 
Upon his return from a 
series of meetings in 
Nicaragua, Carter said 
his “opinion is that if the 
commitments made are 
carried out expeditious- 
ly,” then U.S. aid would 
not be cut off. Carter 
said he would make his 
recommendations to 
President Clinton and 
his Cabinet, “but of 
course they will make 
the final decision.” Just 
who is running foreign 
policy here? Is it Carter — or Clinton? Or are 
they interchangeable? If Carter is doing so 
well, send him to Haiti next, then Bosnia. But 
whatever you do, you guys in the White 
House, keep him away from the economy! 


CARTER III 

Recently I was called “mean-spirited” and 
“heartless,” and it wasn’t even President 
Clinton doing the name calling this time. Two 
listeners to my radio show were upset with my 
analysis of Jimmy Carter's North Korea trip. I 
said Carter gave up building houses because, 
like everyone else, he has an ego. He wants to 
be remembered as a great statesman; he saw 
the way Richard Nixon was eulogized and 
wants to create his own legacy. I told them to 
just be patient, in time I would be proven 
right. 

It didn’t take long. Two weeks later, U.S. 
News & World Report revealed that Carter was 
“very hurt” Clinton didn’t seek his counsel 
more, and that Carter was “chagrined to hear 
the president’s eulogy for Richard Nixon.” 
That’s not all. Carter was also said to be peev- 
ed at Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
for not getting him good diplomatic assign- 
ments. You'll remember Christopher helped 
botch <toreign policy for the Garter 
Administration, just as he’s doing now for the 
Clintons. See, I told you so! 
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MurPHy BROWN UPDATE 

Health and Human Services 
Secretary Donna Shalala recently 
testified before a Senate panel on 
the president’s welfare reform 
package. She told Senators it’s 
time the government sent a mes- 
sage to teenage mothers, that it 
“should not be an easy decision 
on your part to engage in sexual 
activity that may result in a 
child, but if you do, you're about 
to go through a very, very diffh- 
cult time because you have made 
what we consider a mistake.” Let 
me ask you this. Where is 
Murphy Brown? Where are all 
the journalists who heaped 
venom on Dan Quayle for dar- 
ing to raise a flag about single 
parenthood? And where are all of 
you who were outraged that a 
politician was making value 
judgements about somebody’s 
“life choices”? Where is the 
President? I remember that dur- 
ing his acceptance speech at the 
1992 Democratic Convention, 
Bill Clinton told thousands of 
cheering liberals that he was 
tired of politicians preaching 
about family values. So, will he 
now reprimand Donna Shalala? 
Hmmm? 


METAPHOR MAN 

Something's been going on at 
Algore’s mansion that the Vice 
President doesn’t want you to 
know about. But I’ll tell you. 
The Vice President, considered 
in liberal circles to be an “intel- 
lectual,” has been holding even- 
ing meetings that really sound 
critical to the future of the Re- 
public. The invited guests — 
who Algore advised not to talk 
to the press — are having intense 
discussions on, get this, the 
metaphor. You heard me right, 
“the metaphor.” Forget what a 
metaphor is? I'll remind you 
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what your English teacher taught 
you: A metaphor as “an implied 
comparison where you don't use 
the terms ‘like,’ or ‘as.’” An ex- 
ample might be to say that 
someone famous for his dullness 
is a tree. 

Anyway, Algore says he’s wor- 
ried that there’s a metaphor 
shortage. So he’s getting intellec- 
tuals together to come up with 
new metaphors to provide “new 
explanations of the world.” Just 
what we need! Says one guest, 
who asked to remain unidenti- 
fied: “I had a very hard time 
wrapping my mind around any- 
thing that anybody said.” A news 
account reports that Algore 
made introductory remarks at 
two of the dinners, but nobody 
understood him. I guess you 
could ask: If a tree in the forest 
were to talk, would anybody 
hear it? If it’s Algore, I guess not! 
Metaphorically speaking. 


VOODOO FOREIGN POLICY 

Kweisi Mfume, chairman of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, 
recently had some critical words 
for Bill Clinton. Mfume cited 
Clinton’s inconsistent policies 
toward Haiti. Apparently the 
flip-flops aren't all Mfume was 
miffed about — it seems that 
neither he nor the rest of the 
Black Caucus had heard from 
their fearless leader in weeks. 
Here we were, threatening to 
invade Haiti — in a move 
designed by this President to 
gain favor with the Black Caucus 
— and he was ‘dissing them. 

Senator Dole, meanwhile, 
appealed to the President to get 
us off of the “edge” of an inva- 
sion. He said we should relax the 
sanctions ... sanctions which are 
not working at all. The poor in 
Haiti are suffering, while the 
military guys are living high on 
the hog. Leon Panetta, officially 
in charge of disciplining the 
White House baby brigade, 
claimed that Haiti is within the 
“sphere” of American interests. 
What are our “interests’in Haiti? 
The oil wells? Are they a military 
threat to us, maybe? Folks, what 
we have here with this Admini- 
stration is a good example of 
“voodoo foreign policy.” 





FOR THE BIRDS 

Dick E. Mallery is a bird enthusiast who 
publishes what he bills as “the world’s great- 
est newspaper ever.” It’s a monthly called, 
appropriately enough, The Dick E. Bird 
News. The paper’s focus is birds, nature, and 
things most liberals adore. Poetry, pictures of 
animals, and odd stories from all over ... it’s 
pure Americana. Until recently, The Dick E. 
Bird News has been available free at informa- 
tion sites along Michigan highways. Trouble 
began when an eight-year-old boy suggested 
to his mother that the name “Dick E. Bird” 
might be slang for “penis.” Instead of wash- 
ing her son’s mouth out with soap, Robin 
Peacock, a Michigan ‘Transportation Depart- 
ment official, launched an investigation. 
Among the findings: The newspaper had run 
a cartoon of a bird swallowing a frog — 
which might upset animal activists. Mr. Bird 
says he’s worried about “the sanity of state 
government.” Michigan Gov. John Engler’s 
office says that “state employees could find 
better things to do” than go after the news- 
paper. Folks, this is a perfect illustration that 
political correctness is really for the birds. 


AEROSOL ART? 

Does the name Fernando Mateo ring a 
bell? He’s the New York entrepreneur who 
came up with the “Toys-for-Guns” pro- 
gram. Which then mushroomed into 
“Mattresses-for-Guns,” “Football-Tickets- 
for- Guns,” “Democrats-for-Giins, ” 
“Anything-for-Guns.” Well, Fernando is 
back, and he’s moved into art. He orga- 
nized what the press called “a prestigious 
art competition” for ... graffiti artists. 
Graffiti artists! Those brave, creative pio- 
neers who add beauty to our drab exis- 
tence with humble offerings sprayed lov- 
ingly on private and public property. 


The competition’s winner was New 


ILLUSTRATION BY BOB LANG FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 





“All my life I’ve been looking for a 
woman as tall as | am.” — Bill Clinton 


Jersey “youth” Juan Santiago, who gar- 
nered a $5000 prize. Great for a guy who 
eight years ago was fined $3000 for defac- 
ing property. Juan frowns on the term 
“graffiti” and refers to his “work” as 
“aerosol art.” Upon winning, Juan said: “I 
was up against some really big artists, peo- 
ple who’ve been involved in aerosol art for 
20 years or more.” Folks, why aren't these 
guys in jail? The future Michelangelo also 
gave us this gem to think about: “They 
say crime does not pay. After all the fines 
I paid out, it’s good to get some money 
back.” How charming. Fernando Mateo: 
next time you get a bright idea — keep it 
to yourself. Please! 
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Folks, | don’t make this stuff up 
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Bill Clinton 


“I wish that my diary was more accurate.” 
— JOSHUA STEINER, TREASURY CHIEF OF STAFF, 
AT SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE WHITEWATER 
HEARING, AP 
From the man who will go down in history 
as having lied to his own diary. 


“I made no attempt to be inaccurate, 
but I want to be clear I was not 
attempting to be precise.” 

— JOSHUA STEINER, ON HIS DIARY, AP 
No wonder he works for Bill Clinton. 


“I do not countenance anybody being less 
than forthright with Congress.” 

— BILL CLINTON IN NEWS CONFERENCE WHEN 
ASKED ABOUT DEPUTY TREASURY SECRETARY 
ROGER ALTMAN, AP 
But its ok, I guess, to be less than forthright 
with the American people. 


“I was present for the assassination of 
one President, and I wont be party to 

the attempted assassination of another. 
The Republicans might as well have 
gotten a hit man; they've attempted 

to assassinate Clinton’s character.” 
— HOUSE BANKING COMMITTEE 
CHAIRMAN HENRY B. GONZALEZ, QUOTED 
IN THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
Wrong, Mr. Gonzalez. First they would 
have had to find it. 


“You're out of order. Shut up.” 

— REP. MAXINE WATERS TO REP. PETER 
KING AS HE QUESTIONED HILLARY CLINTON'S 
CHIEF OF STAFF DURING HOUSE WHITEWATER 

HEARINGS, AP. WATERS CONTINUED 
HER TANTRUM ON THE HOUSE FLOOR: 
“THE DAY IS OVER WHEN MEN CAN INTIMI- 
DATE AND BADGER WOMEN.” 

A memorable bit of wisdom from the 
gentlelady from California. 





Donna Shalala 
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“Why should you freeload on others 
that provide insurance? Why does 
Pizza Hut freeload when others pay 
for your employees’ health care costs?” 
— SEN. TED KENNEDY, TO ALLAN HUSTON, 
PRESIDENT AND CEO OF PIZZA HUT, AT 
SENATE LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
COMMITTEE HEARING, AP 
Youve out of order. Shut up. 


“Theoretically, you can create a lot of 
jobs if you reduce everybody's wages. 
...But what you don’t accomplish is 
higher living standards. There are two 
objectives that everybody faces in 
industrialized nations — not only jobs, 
but good jobs, and to sacrifice good 
jobs for the sake of having jobs doesn’t 
make a great deal of sense.” 
— ROBERT REICH ON ABC'S 
“GOOD MORNING AMERICA” 
No, it doesnt. 


“Every time I have reached out, they 
have moved further away. ...I wish we 
were in a car and they would eventually 
run up against the door and have to 
come back to my way.” 

— BILL CLINTON, ON REPUBLICAN OPPOSITION 
TO DEMOCRATIC HEALTH CARE REFORM, AP 
Sounds like the President may have 
“reached out” in a car once or twice. 


“T think a large, expensive ... effort has 
been made by those who don't want 
reform, those who don’t want change, 
those who want to continue the current 
disaster system, to oppose the bill.” 
— SENATE MajorITY LEADER GEORGE 
MITCHELL, ON THOSE WHO OPPOSE 
CLINTON-STYLE HEALTH REFORM, AP 
The current “disaster system, ” sir, 1s 


the envy of the world. 
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Maxine Waters 


SOLOHd GIYOM 3AGIM/dV 
SOLOHd GIYOM 3CIM/dV 





Robert Reichhhhh | 


“We are within smelling distance of 
getting a major health care bill.” 

— HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
SECRETARY DONNA SHALALA, QUOTED IN 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
You have swerved into the truth, Ms. Shalala. 


“If you don't have universal coverage ... 
it’s like trying to carry water ina 
leaky bucket.” 

— VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE, ON 
“MEET THE PRESS” 

Mr. Vice President, you've got it backwards. 
The government trying to provide universal 
coverage is like trying to carry water in a 


leaky bucket. 


“Bob Dole and some other Republicans 
on the Hill are becoming the Energizer 
bunnies of American politics: They just 
keep no-ing and no-ing and no-ing.” 
— LABOR SECRETARY ROBERT REICH ON THE 
DOLE HEALTH REFORM PLAN, QUOTED IN 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
As opposed to the Democrats, whose 
government programs just keep growing 


and growing and growing. 


“It’s more than a piece of legislation. It’s 
really a piece of the American dream.” 
— HOUSE MAJORITY LEADER RICHARD 
GEPHARDT, ON HIS HEALTH REFORM PROPOSAL, AP 
Have you known anyone whose greatest 
yearning was to be given government health 
insurance, for goodness sake? 


“If this effort goes down, it’s going to 
be a long time before any American 
President takes this issue on the way 

this President has.” 
— GEORGE MITCHELL, ON HEALTH CARE 

REFORM, QUOTED IN THE NEW YORK TIMES 

Well, good! 
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Rush Review 


Cultural Analysis from the Cultural Icon 





The Things That Matter Most — 


his book is a stinging indictment. In 

The Things That Matter Most, my 

friend Cal Thomas pulls no punch- 
es in his assessment of the cultural, political, 
and spiritual destruction visited on America 
by the so-called “best and brightest” of the 
baby-boom generation. Thomas delivers a 
devastating verdict on the dominant philo- 
sophical ideas of the Me Generation: They 
have utterly, miserably failed. 

Thomas lays out the evidence — stagger- 
ing measures of crime, illegitimacy, educa- 
tional incompetence; the legal absurdities 
and cultural filth foisted on the public in 
the name of “tolerance” and “compassion” 
— and placed it at the feet of the 60s-gen- 
eration elites. He says, in effect: You want- 
ed a revolution? You wanted to “question 
authority’? You wanted to change the “cor- 
rupt, evil, imperialist” institutions of 
America? Fine. Here it all is. Here are the 
direct results of your ideas. This is what 
you have wrought. These are the broken 
lives, the betrayed children, the cultural 
debris your pet theories have sired. You 
people have a lot to answer for. 

And he is right. It is not conservative 
ideas or traditional institutions or historic 
American solutions to crime, illegitimacy, 
education, poverty which need an intellec- 
tual defense; those approaches worked 
stunningly well for two centuries. Rather it 
is the liberal and utopian prescriptions — 
whose ugly sewage the country has been 
wallowing in for 30 years now — which 
need to be called to account. 

Unfortunately, the day of accounting is 
slow in coming. While virtually every ordi- 
nary American knows in his gut that some- 
thing is terribly wrong and the country is 
dangerously off-track, those who actually 
created the predicament — the authors of 
this horror story — pretend we need more 
of the same. They are now in positions of 
genuine political and institutional power, 
and they are still attempting to jam their 
failed ideas down the throats of the 
American people. Their fond utopian ideas 
were adolescent; they still have not grown 
up. Thomas says it’s time to put aside the 
childish platitudes of the sixties — and in 
the process rediscover the things that mat- 
ter most; the things our grandparents knew. 








by Cal Thomas 


AMERICA’S MOST 
EO NER OYA ORVE 
COLUMNIST 
DEBUNKS FUZZY- 
HEADED LIBERALISM 
AND p~ee~e 
REMINDS 
US OF: 





In a fitting literary strategy for the 
Clinton era, Thomas has organized his 
book into categories of broken promises. 
One by one, he takes on — and nukes — 
the false hopes held out to the larger society 
by the Me Generation. Here are a few: 

The promise of liberation from the tradi- 
tional family. Everyone was liberated. 
Women were liberated from the home, 
from their husbands, from their children — 
from having to bear children at all. Fathers 
were liberated from their authority. 
Children were liberated from limits, from 
rules. And the entire population was liber- 
ated from moral and ethical standards. Yet 
it turns out that those things were precisely 
what held society together. “Family values” 
have been so scorned that we are left with 
neither families nor values. What do 
we have? Rampant illegitimacy and sexual 
disease, widespread divorce, and a genera- 
tion of unloved, undisciplined, and un- 
cared-for kids. 

The promise of unrestrained expression. We 
were all told: “Do your own thing.” Beauty 
and order in artistic expression were passé. 
What do we have? Rap lyrics that advocate 
killing cops, mutilating female genitalia, 
and include the “F” word in nearly every 
line. Violence, obscenity, and vulgarity — 


even sacrilege — are defined as “art.” Of 
course, this removal of restraints didn’t 
quite make it to all modes of expression. 
“God” as part of an expletive is protected, 
for example; any other public use of His 
name is not permitted. (Also not permitted 
are any politically incorrect statements — 
that is, those that question the current lib- 
eral orthodoxy. If uttered on campus, they 
are subject to punishment according to the 
local Speech Code.) 

The promise to end poverty. In the 60s, 
Lyndon Johnson said: “The final conquest 
of poverty is within our grasp.” Thirty years 
later, by any measure, the poor are in worse 
shape than when we started. The elites 
blame “society.” We aren't compassionate 
enough, or generous enough, they say. We 
still have not tackled the “root causes” of 
poverty. But as Thomas points out, we have 
spent nearly $4 trillion to eradicate poverty 
and other urban problems. It hasn't 
worked. In Jack Kemp’s apt phrase, 
“We fought a War on Poverty, and the 
poor lost.” 

The promise of progressive education. The 
60s generation demanded — and got — 
courses without assignments or grades. The 
fundamental intellectual principles of 
Western culture were thrown out. In their 
place, this bunch has instituted system- 
wide social tinkering that tries to impose a 
rigid “equality” on all. No one is better 
than anyone else, so no one can be smarter 
than anyone else. No one can be “judgmen- 
tal,” so there are no standards. What do we 
have? Stupid children. Thirty years of this 
nonsense has resulted in 90 million 
Americans — nearly half the adult popula- 
tion — who can barely read or write. 

Folks, this is a must-read. (I highly rec- 
ommend the foreword, by moi.) Despite 
Thomas’s hard-hitting analysis, his is not an 
angry book. It is, in fact, full of hope. Yes, 
America has traveled down the wrong road, 
but it is not yet too late to reverse course. 
What we need to find our way back is in 
our own history, he says: “Things of the 
spirit — such as honor, selflessness, humili- 
ty, service to others, self-control, fidelity, 
virtue.” These are the things that worked 
for generations. And they truly are the 
things that matter most. i 
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ress News 





Reaching Their Hands into Your Back Pockets 


Rep. Dick Armey (R, TX) recently announced his “Freedom and Fairness Restoration Act,” a provocative idea that has the potential to alter the way 
Washington does business. Which would be a beautiful thing. Because I want you to stay on the cutting edge, heres a look at... 


THE FLAT TAX 


| t now takes you, the average taxpayer, about 11 hours to do your 
taxes. That adds up to 5.4 billion man-hours a year (I have no idea 
what that would be in woman-hours, but it would be a bunch) for 
Americans to figure out how much they owe the IRS. That’s a lot of 
time and energy to kowtow to the federal tax code — which over the 
past 80 years has mushroomed into thousands of pages. According to 
Forbes, it’s also a $200 billion burden on the economy: $100 billion 
spent filling out tax forms and another $100 billion wasted from “in- 
vestments made for tax 
rather than economic 
purposes.” 

The current system, of 
course, keeps certain peo- 
ple happy — account- 
ants, tax lawyers, IRS 
agents, corporate lobby- 
ists who work to get their 
clients loopholes, and 
politicians who love the 
power to distribute your 
wealth. (I suppose there 
are people who worry 
about tax lawyers going 
out of business, but 
some people also com- 
plained that candlemak- 
ers would lose their jobs 
after Edison invented the 
light bulb.) 

Dick Armey says 
there’s a better way. His 
“Freedom and Fairness Restoration Act” (FFRA) would provide family 
and business tax relief by establishing a flat tax rate of 17 percent — 
with a postcard-sized tax form that could be filled out in 15 minutes. 
Making the tax code simple and straightforward would strengthen 
family finances, help entrepreneurs and small business owners expand, 
and increase overall economic growth. Armey’s plan: 

* raises the personal exemption to $26,200 for married filing jointly; 
$13,100 for singles; and $17,200 for single head of household 

¢ doubles dependent exemptions to $5,300 

¢ eliminates taxes on capital gains and savings 

And that’s not all. The new system would get rid of withholding — 
an insidious device that prevents taxpayers from really noticing just 
how much the federal government is confiscating. You are fooled into 
thinking youre getting a nice present from Washington each year in 
the form of a tax refund. If your paycheck reflected your full earnings, 
and you had to write a check to the IRS at the end of the year, mark 
my words: you would be more vigilant about what politicians did 
with it. As I’ve told you many times, politicians really believe its their 
money. Uhis reform could change that real fast. 


Form 1 


1. Wages, Salary, and Pensions 
2. Personal allowance 

a. $26,200 for married filing jointly 

b. $13,100 for single 

c. $17,200 for single head of household 
Number of dependents, not including spouse 


Total personal allowances (line 2 plus line 4) 


Tax (17% of line 6) 

Tax alread paid 

Tax due (line 7 less line 8, if positive) 
Refund due (line 8 less line 7, if positive) 


Seo onl mo CO &S & 


as 


DICK ARMEY FLAT TAX FORM 


Individual Wage Tax 1997 


Your first name and Initial (if joint return, also give spouse’s name and initial) Last name Your social security no. 


Present home address (number and street including apartment number or rural route) 


City, Town or Post Office, State and ZIP Code Your occupation 
Spouse’s occupation 


Personal allowances for dependents (line 3 multiplied by $5300) 


Taxable wages (line 1 less line 5, if positive, otherwise zero) 








Let’s face it: Washington is out of control. Since 1950, the size of 
the government has doubled. Given current trends, the federal budget 
will surge from $1.5 trillion today to $4 trillion by 2020. Today the 
average family of four pays 24.5 percent of its income to the IRS (in 
1950 it was 2 percent). Add in state and local taxes and the average 
family pays 40 percent of its income to the government — more than 
it spends on food, clothing and shelter combined. 

“The best way to keep politicians from spending more and more of 
other people’s money,” 
says Armey, “is to reduce 
their supply. Let them cut 
spending instead.” On 
this, Armey, a profession- 
al economist, gets an A+. 
The FFRA would put caps 
on the growth of entitle- 
ment programs and on 
total spending. After a 
year of no growth in 
spending, the budget 
would be allowed to grow 
at the rate of inflation. 
This would eliminate 
$475 billion in current 
projected _ increases. 
(Attention Bill Clinton: 
that would pay for about 
237 billion Big Macs.) 

Here’s a novel idea: 
The FFRA would also 
force Congress to tell the 
truth — about the economic costs of the legislation and regulations it 
foists on us without a second thought. The truth is, government regu- 
lation and red tape add about $600 billion a year to the cost of goods 
and services. Under his plan, says Armey, “Congress would be 
required to do a cost-benefit analysis and risk assessment on any bill 
with new regulatory authority.” He adds, “For the first time this hid- 
den taxation would be brought to light, and the politicians responsi- 
ble exposed to a healthy dose of voter retribution.” What a concept — 
accountability! 

Questions about the Armey plan remain, of course. Getting rid of 
the mortgage deduction and deductions for charitable giving would 
not be an easy sell. Some adjustments might be necessary. The bottom 
line is, here’s a credible idea on how to reduce the size of government 
— a serious proposal that deserves serious consideration. 

Besides, the right people hate it. One liberal wrote: “If you loved 
the way Ronald Reagan dealt with the deficit, Mr. Armey essentially 
says, youll love the Armey plan. Otherwise, watch out for this charla- 
tan. He’s selling nothing but warmed-over supply-side snake oil.” An 
excellent clue, folks, that this is a brilliant plan. LI 


Spouse’s social security no. 
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According to Me 


nyone who gets his political analysis from the press will view 

the two political parties as follows: The Democrats: the pro- 

gressive, enlightened, compassionate, tolerant party of “the 
little guy” — trying its best to do great and noble things for America. 
The Republicans: the heartless, money-grubbing, intolerant party of 
big business, privilege and cultural throwbacks — standing in the way 
of every great and noble thing attempted for America. 

Some callers tell me Democrats and Republicans are all alike. 
You've heard the phrase, “There’s not a dime’s worth of difference 
between the two parties.” That may be true when it comes to some 
Democratic and Republican politicians. Regardless of party, these guys 
make deals, swap goodies in exchange for votes, throw conviction over 
whenever political expediency is at stake. 

But that fact of political life has little 
{ to do with what the parties stand for. 
| When it comes to core philosophy, the 
two major American political parties 
differ profoundly from each other on 
fundamental matters of principle. In my 
view, the differences can best be 
understood in answers to the fol- 
lowing questions: 
















1 THE 
PROFOUND 
DIFFERENCES 

BETWEEN 


From the Limbaugh Institute for Advanced Conservative Studies 





dont know enough, or are not compassionate enough, to make the 
right decisions. If you are an employer, you would cheat your employ- 
ees, pollute the environment, and sell shoddy products if government 
regulators did not monitor you. If you are an employee, you would 
spend all your money on yourself and your own family (heaven for- 
bid!) if the government did not “help” you — by confiscation — fund 
the correct social programs. In other words, you are stupid. You need 
the government to determine your child’s school curriculum, your 
insurance coverage, how much of your own income is “fair” to keep. 
Republicans are convinced you are perfectly capable of solving your 
own problems and preparing for your own future — infinitely more 
capable than some bureaucrat. Republicans believe all people have the 
same yearnings for self- 
improvement, the same 
desire to create a better 
life for themselves and 
their children. When 
the energy behind this uni- 
versal desire is unleashe 
not punishing people 


for pursuing their 
own legitimate YY 






ol & REPUBLICANS | 


What has made America great? Democrats believe progress in 
America has come about because the government caused it. They are 
convinced that large government social programs define our progress, 
moving us all along toward “a more just society.” Such justice means 
the equal “distribution” of wealth, power, and resources — govern- 
ment distributes these things; people don’t earn or develop them. 
Thanks to government-enforced equality, they think, the old preju- 
dices and injustices are being “eradicated,” one by one. Democrats are 
convinced social justice occurs only because the government imposes 
it; left to their own devices, people would not “do the right thing.” 
Democrats are wrong. Their beloved social programs have cost the 
nation an exorbitant price — in money and wasted lives, for they have 
poisoned the human spirit of those they purported to help. 

Republicans believe it is the freedom of ordinary people to do 
extraordinary things which has made the country great. Such activity 
has occurred throughout our history because (up to now) the govern- 
ment has gotten out of the way. Creativity, inventiveness, and unpar- 
alleled achievement are unleashed when individuals are unshackled to 
be the best they can be. Republicans champion rugged individualism, 
self-help, personal virtue and excellence, and know these characteris- 
tics are the driving forces in America’s greatness. Democrats believe 
government programs solve problems. Republicans know the best 
solutions come from individuals. Republicans are right. 

How capable is the average American? Democrats think you 


ILLUSTRATION FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER BY BOB LANG 





self-interest — the whole nation prospers. As it has. 

Where does wealth come from? Democrats believe that prosperity 
comes from government “funding.” Republicans know that individu- 
als create wealth. This explains why Democrats love taxes — they see 
more wealth for all, and why Republicans fear taxes — they see less 
prosperity for all. Republicans know that wealth explodes from the 
activities of free people and free markets. Republicans are right. 

What causes crime? Democrats believe crime has “root causes”: 
poverty, institutional racism. Until we “as a society” get rid of them, 
crime will proliferate. Republicans believe people commit crimes 
because of a lack of values, not a lack of money. They believe people 
freely choose to disobey the law. Since Democrats dont think the in- 
dividual is to blame, but rather society is, they prefer to “rehabilitate” 
criminals. Republicans know swift and certain punishment has 
worked throughout human history. Republicans are right. (And Dem- 
ocrats suddenly running on the “get tough on crime” issue know it.) 

Which comes first, “the greater good” or freedom? Democrats 
think “the greater good” is primary. It is the end that justifies every 
means. Government health care? “Sure, you may lose a little freedom. 
But it’s for the greater good of society.” Republicans know this is a 
profoundly important philosophical point. “The greater good” sounds 
so noble, so selfless. The fact is, there is no choice. Without freedom, 
as everyone who lived under Communism can tell you, no “greater 
good” is possible. Republicans are right. Freedom is paramount. mr 
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THE SUPERHIGHWAY OF BS 


Another myth. Neither statistic turned out to 
have any basis in fact whatsoever, and yet, 
because they fit neatly into the world view of 
the left (that our society is evil, sexist, oppres- 
sive), they were repeated without indepen- 
dent confirmation and without skepticism. 

I know this modern-day reporters’ tactic 
from my own experience. Pundit after pundit 
has cited the misnamed Fairness and Accu- 
racy in Reporting’s (FAIR) “report” on my sup- 
posed distortions and fabrications — without 
reporting FAIR’s own radical political agenda 
or its sorry history of trafficking in error, and 
without independently investigating any of 


the information in question themselves. 

The Superhighway of B.S. is replete with 
this kind of, well, B.S. On the environment, 
on the economy, on business, on religion, on 
politics, on history. (The history of the 80s is 
a B.S Superhighway in its own right.) 

Take the homeless, for example. In May, 
Sonya Ross of the Associated Press reported: 
“Government officials estimate that 7 million 
Americans are homeless, far more than the 
Census calculations of 600,000 people and 
far too many, they say, for current federal pro- 
grams to help adequately.” Carole Simpson 
on “World News Tonight” showed HUD 
Secretary Henry Cisneros bemoaning these 7 
million homeless, and added her own wis- 
dom: “And a number that’s even worse today. 
Homeless people have become a part of the 
landscape in many cities.” Folks, objective 
study after study (see Christopher Jencks’ 
excellent book, The Homeless, which I 
reviewed in the July issue of The Limbaugh 
Letter) has shown the Census Bureau figure is 
correct. But don't expect journalists to do 
their own digging on this. 

So my advice is to develop a good B.S. 
radar detector. I know many of you already 
are skeptical of what you read in the main- 
stream press; but I suggest you be especially 
wary of studies that appear to indict 
American society. For liberals, the problem is 
always capitalism; the solution is always 
socialism. If you hear a statistic or study that 
the reporter claims reveals a crisis that the 
government must spend a lot of money to fix, 


be on guard. Chances are, the Superhighway 
of B.S. is coming at you. 

I do think many viewers and readers are 
very aware of all this. Liberals regularly un- 
derestimate the intelligence of their audience; 
but people in this country are on to them. 

There is a good example on the current 
scene which proves my point that the 
American public is savvy enough to sift 
through all the liberal bilge. Namely, health 
care. There is no question that the main- 
stream media has been cheerleading the 
Clinton plan — in its various incarnations — 
from the outset. There was no interest in 








reporting what was actually im the plan. 
There was no interest in a critical analysis of 
competing ideas. 

In February, ABC’s “Good Morning 
America” did a week-long “Closeup on 
Health Care.” According to the Media 
Research Center, “All five reports touted the 
desirability of the Clinton plan. None 
presented conservative alternatives, or 
even asked whether reform was needed 
in the first place.... Soundbites were 
heavily skewed, with ... 67 percent support- 
ing the Clinton plan.” 

This approach is fairly typical of what has 
passed as television news coverage of the 
health care debate. In June, NBC ran “To Your 
Health,” which amounted to a two-hour 
commercial for the Clinton plan. Though the 
show was produced thanks to $3.5 million 
from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation 
(five of whose members served on Hillary's 
secret task force), Tom Brokaw declared: “I 
can assure you that I wouldn't be involved 


with that program in any fashion if it were 
being directed or if it were being engineered 
by a special interest group.” 

Right. And Hillary Clinton did her own 
cattle trades. 

The program was full of the usual Clinton- 
style medical sob stories. Hillary Clinton was 
the sole guest for the first half hour. 
Conservative ideas were, for the most part, 
ignored. The opposition was portrayed as 
obstructionist — mostly radio talk show 
hosts: “Health care is what America is talking 
about up and down the AM dial,” intoned 
reporter Brian Williams. “It’s where to go for 
the thunder on the right.... If most of the 
talk seems negative, that’s because it is.” 

Despite all this — and the liberal 


propaganda machine has been working 


full tilt on this issue for over a year — the 
American people were not fooled. Over the 
course of months, as the pro-Clinton cover- 
age heated up, the polls showed the public's 
enthusiasm cooling down. At the very end, 
the response to “Clinton” in front of “health 
care reform” was downright frigid — the 
name became a death knell — and the 
Democrats tried to edit it out altogether. 
Redact it, if you will. 

The growing public suspicion of the 
plan in the face of all the B.S. coming at 
them on the Superhighway is another reason, 
folks, why you should be confident. 
The American people’s hunger for alternative 
sources of information, the growth of 
talk radio, is one more indication that we 
are winning. 

No matter how hard the mainstream media 
tries to keep our side out of the debate, they 
cant succeed. They have not succeeded. Con- 
servative ideas will not be denied. My friends, 
never underestimate the power of the truth. 


To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
The print avenue of the only information superhighway you'll ever need: 
No redactions, no recusals, no revised testimony. 
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